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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 3 line 3, it is unclear whether "information" refers to "first information", 
"second information", or both. Additionally, it is unclear what the distinction between 
"first packets" and "second packets" is. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected because they depend from claim 3. 

3. Claims 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In claims 9-12, the claim language for the limitation 
starting with "second deletion" is confusing. It is unclear how the second deletion 
means operates. 

4. Claims 9-12 recite the limitation "said first assembled packet" in claim 9, lines 17 
and 18; in claims 10 and 11, lines 18 and 19; and in claim 12, lines 17 and 18. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-3, and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hamilton (US 6,392,993) in view of Schmidl (US App. 2002/0012337) and further 
in view of Orimo (US 5,666,484). 

Re claims 1, and 6-8: 

Hamilton discloses "first transmission means for transmitting first 
information to said transmission part via said network in said units" (Figure 8 
reference 144 is a "transmission means" and reference 146 are "units"). 

Hamilton further discloses "receiving means for receiving, from said 
transmission party, receiving information about the reception of said first 
information transmitted by said first transmission means" (Figure 8 reference 144 
is a "receiving means" and reference 1 54 is "receiving information"). 

Hamilton further discloses "determination means for determining whether 
or not the time clocked by said clocking means exceeds a reference value" 
(Figure 8 reference 158 is the "determination means" and Col. 24 lines 27-29 
"The value on the timer may be set to a particular length of time such that if the 
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message is not received within that particular length of time, the message is 
deleted" where "a particular length of time" is a "reference value"). 

Hamilton further discloses "second transmission means for retransmitting 
said first information when said determination means determines that the time 
clocked by said clocking means does not exceed said reference value... in a 
case where said received information received by said receiving means indicates 
that said transmission party has not yet received said first information."" (Abstract 
"The sending system tracks receipt of acknowledgements by intended recipient 
and retransmits any unacknowledged packets" where the retransmission of the 
first information only happens when the time does not exceed the reference 
value as shown above). 

Hamilton does not explicitly disclose "transmitting second information 
when said determination means determines that the time clocked by said 
clocking means exceeds said reference value." 

Schmidl discloses "transmitting second information when said 
determination means determines that the time clocked by said clocking means 
exceeds said reference value" (Paragraph [0070] "the counter... can also be 
incremented in response to a pre-determined time-out condition" where the time- 
out condition is when the time clocked "exceeds said reference value" and "the 
counter... [being] incremented, [moves] the pointer to select another data entry" 
where the "another data entry" is "second information"). 
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Hamilton and Schmidl are analogous because they both pertain to data 
retransmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Hamilton as discussed above as taught by Schmidl in 
order to prevent halting transmission of subsequent data after an error occurs. 

Hamilton further discloses "clocking means for clocking the time" (Figure 8 
reference 158 where the time is a "clocking means"). 

Hamilton and Schmidl do not explicitly disclose "clocking the time from 
when said first information is transmitted." 

Orimo discloses "clocking the time from when said first information is 
transmitted" (Figure 9 reference 431 where the timer is started when the 
information is transmitted in reference 432). 

Hamilton, Schmidl, and Orimo are analogous because they all pertain to 
data transmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Hamilton in view of Schmidl as discussed above as taught 
by Orimo in order to track the amount of time before message time-out should 
occur. 
Re claim 2: 

Hamilton discloses "wherein said units are packets" (Abstract "Packets are 
transmitted by the sending system"). 
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Re claim 3 (as best understood): 

Hamilton discloses "dividing means for dividing information for individual 
first packets into information for individual second packets, wherein said first and 
second transmission means transmit said information by using said second 
packets as units" (Fig.7 reference 124 where the "first packets" are messages 
and the "second packets" are the packets that make up the messages). 
7. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton 
in view of Schmidl in view of Orimo as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of 
Tseung (US 5,109,384). 
Re claim 4 (as best understood): 

As discussed above, Hamilton in view of Schmidl and Orimo meets all the 
limitations of the parent claims. 

Hamilton further discloses "setting means for setting a flag" (Abstract "The 
positive reliability mode... sets [a] flag in the packets transmitted" where the 
receiver may set the flag and Table 3 in Col.1 1 lines 43-60). 

Hamilton in view of Schmidl and Orimo does not explicitly disclose "setting 
a flag indicating that the time clocked by said clocking means exceeds said 
reference value when determined by said determination means." 

Tseung discloses "setting a flag indicating that the time clocked by said 
clocking means exceeds said reference value when determined by said 
determination means" (Col.22 lines 62 and 63 "The timer would expire (the ACK 
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timer expired on network B flag 866 would be set) and " where the timer expires 
after a "reference value" is exceeded). 

Hamilton, Schmidl, Orimo, and Tseung are analogous because they all 
pertain to data transmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Hamilton in view of Schmidl and Orimo as taught by 
Tseung in order to make appropriate data processing decisions regarding the 
communication of multi-packet messages. 
8. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hamilton 
in view of Schmidl, Orimo, and Tseung as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view 
of Kamihara (US 6,854,020,). 
Re claim 5 (as best understood): 

As discussed above, Hamilton in view of Schmidl, Orimo, and Tseung 
meets all the limitations of the parent claims. 

Hamilton further discloses "writing means for writing said flag into second 
information which is transmitted by said second transmission means when said 
flag is set by said setting means" (Abstract "The positive reliability mode... sets 
[a]. ..flag in the packets transmitted" where setting the flag in the packets involves 
"writing" the flag and Table 3 in Col.1 1 lines 43-60). 

Hamilton in view of Schmidl, Orimo, and Tseung does not explicitly 
disclose "clearing means for clearing said flag when all of said second packets 
which form one of said first packets are transmitted to said transmission party." 
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Kamihara discloses "clearing means for clearing said flag when all of said 
second packets which form one of said first packets are transmitted to said 
transmission party" (Col3 lines 55 and 56 "clearing the transmission-in-progress 
flag on condition that packet transmission has ended" where after the 
transmission is complete, a flag is cleared). 

Hamilton, Schmidl, Orimo, Tseung, and Kamihara are analogous because 
they all pertain to data transmission. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Hamilton in view of Schmidl, Orimo, and Tseung as 
discussed above as taught by Kamihara in order to make appropriate data 
processing decisions regarding the communication of multi-packet messages. 
9. Claims 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamilton in view of Knobel (US 6,765,871). 
Re claims 9-12 (as best understood): 

Hamilton discloses "receiving means for receiving said information 
transmitted for each of said second packets via said network" (Figure 8 reference 
148). 

Hamilton further discloses "storage means for storing, for each of said first 
corresponding packets, information for each of said second packets received by 
said receiving means" (Figure 8 reference 150 and Col. 19 lines 32-37 "Since 
messages may have to be buffered until all packets are received, embodiments 
within the scope of this invention may comprise means for storing received 
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packets until an entire message is received... such means is illustrated by 
message receive list 150"). 

Hamilton further discloses "assembling means for assembling information 
for each of said second packets stored in said storage means into information for 
each of said first packets before being divided" (Figure 8 reference 148 and 
Col. 19 lines 29 and 30 "Normal processing of receiver 148 comprises assembling 
packets of a message"). 

Hamilton further discloses "determination means for determining whether 
or not a predetermined flag is contained in the information received by said 
receiving means" (Col. 30 lines 64-66 "decision block 230 and step 232 which 
detected whether the ACK request flag is set" or Col. 12 lines 50-52 "By 
examining the packet sequence number and, perhaps, the end of the message 
flag"). 

Hamilton further discloses "second deletion means for deleting said 
second packet, stored in said storage means, corresponding to said first packet 
which is prior to said first packet to which said second packet in which said flag is 
contained corresponds when said determination means determines that said flag 
is contained in the information received by said receiving means" (Col.24 lines 6- 
9 "If the entire message has not been received before the timer expires, then 
message life timer 158 may delete the partially received message" where as 
disclosed by the applicant in Figure 4, the flag is set when a packet that is to be 
transmitted, is processed after a reference time. So the "second packet" deleted 
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is the packet corresponding to a message that was not entirely sent before the 
reference time. This is the same as deleting a partial message, which is 
composed of "second packets", that is not received within the reference time). 

Hamilton discloses buffering packets unf/'/they are all received (Col. 19 
lines 32 and 33 "messages may have to be buffered until all packets are 
received"). However, Hamilton does not explicitly disclose a deletion means. 

Knobel discloses a "first deletion means for deleting said second packet 
stored in said storage means, corresponding to said first assembled packet when 
said second packet is assembled into said first corresponding packet by said 
assembling means" (Col.5 lines 47-51 "When a data frame has been sent to the 
buffer (i.e. a complete frame). ..the other side [of the buffer] removes a complete 
frame" where a complete frame corresponds to the "first corresponding packet"). 

Hamilton and Knobel are analogous because they both pertain to data 
communications. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Hamilton as discussed above as taught by Knobel in 
order to efficiently utilize memory. 

Conclusion 

1 0. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Takeda (US 6,483,845) and Gibson (US 6,895,019) show 
sending information after a reference time has passed. Chu (US 6,721 ,707) shows 
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setting a flag after a reference time has passed. Houde (US 5,797,094) and Georgiou 
(US 5,285,449) show clearing a flag after a message transmission is complete. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mohammad S. Adhami whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8615. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571)272-3088. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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